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funds, asking, ‘‘What’s wrong with let-
ting them use Federal funds for less ex-
pensive but still effective programs
rather than for costly hiring?’’

Precisely. So I urge the President to
heed the Post’s advice and sign the bill
when it reaches his desk.

Mr. Speaker, I submit the Post edi-
torial for the RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 14, 1995]
BLOCK GRANTS FOR CRIME?

The House moved yesterday to consider-
ation of the last in the current series of
crime bills—a couple have been postponed
until the spring—promised in the ‘‘Contract
With America.’’ This one has drawn the
heaviest fire from the administration, in-
cluding a threat by President Clinton that
he will veto the measure if it passes in its
current form. The bill would substantially
change the law enacted only last fall by
eliminating three sets of grant programs:
$8.8 billion for hiring new police; $1 billion
for drug courts; and $4 billion for social pro-
grams of various sorts designed to prevent
crime. In their stead, the Republicans would
authorize a $10 billion program of block
grants to local authorities to be used for the
general purpose of reducing crime and im-
proving public safety. The president wants at
least to preserve the mandatory funding of
what he says will be 100,000 new cops on the
street.

When last year’s bill was enacted, that
100,000 figure was cited as the most impor-
tant feature of the law. Almost immediately,
though, it was challenged by law enforce-
ment experts and some local officials. In
fact, the law created a five-year matching
program during which the federal govern-
ment’s share diminished and eventually dis-
appeared, leaving localities with the full cost
of maintaining the new officers. Since the
maximum federal contribution could not
have exceeded $15,000 a year per new hire, the
program would never have supplied enough
to pay salary, benefits, pensions and other
costs, so the cities would have had to come
up with a lot of upfront money many say
they don’t have.

So put aside the 100,000 figure, and the
issue boils down to whether decisions about
the expenditure of law enforcement dollars
are best made locally or nationally. There’s
a lot of hypocrisy in the debate, with Repub-
licans, who put all sorts of restrictions on
the use of prison construction money, claim-
ing that local authorities should be given
complete discretion here, and Democrats cit-
ing horror stories about the misuse of Law
Enforcement Assistance Act grants made to
communities 20 years ago, when they were in
control of Congress.

Our sense is that the world won’t end if
local authorities are given more flexibility.
In some cities, like this one, the greatest
need may not be additional police on the ros-
ter, but better equipment, specialized train-
ing or even midnight basketball. And if some
towns don’t have matching funds available,
what’s wrong with letting them use federal
funds for less expensive but still effective
programs rather than for costly hiring? It is
true that any federal grants program ought
to be monitored for abuse and that some
spending—for the purchase of aircraft, for
example, or even for research—could be pro-
hibited. But if cities already have a drug
court, as Washington does, and a fully
staffed police force, what’s wrong with using
federal funds for social workers in juvenile
detention facilities, or for improving com-
puter systems to track parolees? ‘‘One hun-
dred thousand cops’’ sounds good, but con-
gressional failure to include that mandate is
not worth a presidential veto.

IN SUPPORT OF THE HUMANI-
TARIAN AID CORRIDOR ACT

(Mr. RADANOVICH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of the Humanitarian
Aid Corridor Act.

This bill would withhold assistance
from any country that blocks the de-
livery of U.S. humanitarian assistance
to another country.

Passage of this proposal would bene-
fit directly situations such as that
found in the Republic of Armenia. It is
in our American interest to foster the
great economic and political promise
of Armenia by assuring a free flow of
humanitarian assistance. Yet, Arme-
nians are freezing and starving because
Turkey has closed it borders to Amer-
ican assistance destined for land-
locked Armenia.

The Humanitarian Aid Corridor Act
would protect Armenia by making Tur-
key answerable for its acts. Turkey
would have a choice: either bring to an
end its blockade of humanitarian as-
sistance for Armenia or lose its own
foreign aid.
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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 1995, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members are recognized
for 5 minutes each.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, I was
absent from the Chamber last Friday
for rollcall No. 118 on H.R. 668. Had I
been present and voting, I would have
voted in the affirmative.

I ask that my statement appear in
the RECORD immediately following the
rollcall.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. DIAZ-
BALART] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. DIAZ-BALART addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. GUTIERREZ] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. GUTIERREZ addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

GOP FRESHMEN ANNOUNCE
GOVERNMENT REFORM PLANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOX] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, I just wanted to take this oppor-
tunity to thank my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle for the approval of
House bill 728, which will in fact give
us the opportunity to increase the
number of police officers on the street,
as well as have those outstanding
crime prevention programs that we
want for each of their districts, wheth-
er it is town watch, the drug court,
working with senior citizens and their
protection, child protection, commu-
nity policing. This will give, in the
block grants, the opportunity for every
single person to be involved in forward-
thinking programs that will give maxi-
mum public safety.

Another important event took place
in the Capitol which I wish to bring to
the attention of all the Members.

Mr. Speaker, today at a press con-
ference, I joined other freshman Repub-
licans in an attempt to return the
power of government back to the
States and local governments. The
freshman leaders are proposing the
elimination of four Federal bureauc-
racies—the Departments of Commerce,
Energy, Housing and Urban Develop-
ment and Education. The proposal calls
for the phasing out of these Depart-
ments, privatizing some of their duties
and transferring important remaining
duties to other Government agencies
and the States.

This group of freshman Members of
Congress has been meeting since the
beginning of the 104th Congress to de-
velop their reform proposals. Citizens
across the country are crying out for
an end to big Government meddling in
every aspect of society. The proposal is
step one in completing the agenda set
forth by the people.

The time for talking about a smaller,
more efficient Government has ended.
Now is the time for action. Last No-
vember the people sent a message to
Washington, DC—they want a smaller,
less intrusive Government and we in-
tend to give them just that.

While there are no specific pieces of
legislation drafted at this point, four
task forces have been formed to begin
writing legislation to carry out the
proposed reforms. The task force will
examine consolidating some programs,
privatizing others and eliminating
those that can not be justified. The
goal of the group is to submit legisla-
tion in the spring of 1995.

Created in 1965 to deal with the bur-
geoning urban city crisis, HUD and
other Federal departments have since
spent more than $5 trillion in human
assistance. Unfortunately, despite this
spending, the Nation’s urban problems
are actually worse than they were in
1965.

With a total annual outlay approach-
ing $30 billion we need to make sure
the truly needy are being helped. De-
spite its failures, HUD is one of the
fastest growing departments in terms
of discretionary spending with a 9 per-
cent annual growth rate.
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We aren’t proposing these cuts out of

partisan hostility. In fact, we hope this
will be a bipartisan effort. We propose
these cuts because we can no longer af-
ford well-meaning but failed programs
and if you examine the sum result of
the Departments of Energy, Commerce,
Education and HUD, the record is one
of failure.

Thomas Jefferson once said, ‘‘I place
economy among the first and impor-
tant * * * virtues and public debt as
the greatest dangers to be feared.‘’

For fiscal 1994, the interest on the
national debt was $203 billion and,
under the Clinton plan, will rise to $309
billion in the year 2000—a 50-percent
increase in interest payments. ‘‘Those
kind of staggering statistics call for
decisive measures such as the one we
are proposing. We need to seek ways to
empower people and make them less
dependent on Government. We must be
dramatic and brave if we are to stop
mortgaging our children’s future.
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AMENDMENT TO H.R. 728, BLOCK
GRANTS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker,
just a few minutes ago, some of our
colleagues might have found a moment
of joy and excitement. I unfortunately
took a different perspective. I said I
was angry when I came to the House
floor to talk about our children and to
talk about those who on their way
home from school are solicited by gang
members and called upon to join their
gang, a gang of violence, homicide,
burglary, theft and other criminal acts.
I am angry for our children who like-
wise go into these gangs and are made
to do gang initiation rites which have
caused the loss of a little one thrown
out of the window of a housing develop-
ment by some young gang members.
And, yes, at a birthday party in my
city where they did not finish the
party to blow out the candles, they
called an ambulance to take a lifeless
body. Yet we could vote for H.R. 728
and not include in it the kind of re-
sponse that we needed to prevent gang
violence, to teach our children that
there is a better way.

Mr. Speaker, escalating violence
against and by children and youth is no
coincidence. It is the cumulative and
convergent manifestation of a range of
serious and too-long-neglected prob-
lems: Epidemic child and family pov-
erty, increasing economic inequality, a
lack of understanding of racial dif-
ferences, pervasive drug and alcohol
abuse, violence in our homes, and popu-
lar culture and growing numbers of
out-of-wedlock births and divorces.
Without question, these are problems
that need to be addressed. Unfortu-
nately, though, the piece of legislation

that we have before us that was just
voted on, H.R. 728, does more to con-
tribute to these problems than it does
to help them.

Many of my Republican colleagues do
not see crime prevention measures as
realistic tools for combating the in-
crease of youthful violence. In fact,
they cited some 200 programs. I do not
know what they are talking about,
when H.R. 728 repeals all of the pro-
grams that we have that would deal
with gang violence and resistance to
gangs. We cannot, however, ignore the
numbers that show us the frightening
increase in youthful criminal perpetra-
tion and victimization. We have not
valued millions of our children’s lives
and so they do not value ours in a soci-
ety in which they have no social or
economic stake, no role models, no one
to come and share with them the val-
ues of this Nation. Their neglect,
abuse, and marginalization by many of
their caretakers, schools, commu-
nities, and our Nation turn them first
to and against each other in gangs and
then, yes, against a society that would
rather imprison them than educate
them.

This legislation that I proposed
would continue to provide funding for
various crime prevention programs for
at-risk youth which educate our chil-
dren against violence and gang vio-
lence. Both our children and our com-
munities need these prevention pro-
grams to provide alternatives to crime.
Specifically my amendment would
have set aside a portion of the block
grant funding for each year for the
three youth crime prevention pro-
grams. Why not our children? Urban
recreation grants, gang resistance and
education training, and residential
educational programs for at-risk
youth. These programs provide chil-
dren with positive alternatives, skills,
hope, and a safe place just to be chil-
dren.

Contrary to our arguments, the
GREAT Program [gang resistance and
education training program] was not
created by last year’s crime bill and it
is not a grant program. It is a coopera-
tive agreement that has been funded
previously by Congress and needed the
extra added funding to succeed.

To further contribute to the success
of the program, the agency involved
puts substantial resources of its own in
training as well as provides community
financial assistance in operating the
program. As a result, over 400,000 chil-
dren will have been exposed to gang re-
sistance education.

A National Institute of Justice-spon-
sored survey of metropolitan police de-
partments in the 79 largest U.S. cities
showed that in the spring of 1992 all but
7 were troubled by gangs, as were all
but 5 departments in the 43 smaller
cities. In the 110 jurisdictions reporting
gangs, the survey found that over the
previous 12-month period, there were
249,324 gang members, 4,881 gangs,
46,000 gang-related crimes, and a stag-
gering 1,072 gang-related homicides.

Does that keep our neighborhoods safe?
Does that protect our children, our
seniors in the neighborhood?

Gang-related violence is growing.
The police commissioner of Boston said
the GREAT Program is great. There
are many programs that will support
our young people, the urban recreation
programs, to keep them in parks after
late hours.

I say, Mr. Speaker, are we supporting
our children? If we are, then we need to
put prevention, police, and prisons. We
need to ensure that our children find a
better way.

f

REVIEWING REPUBLICAN
CONTRACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, we
hear a lot about the Contract With
America, often from Republicans, but
often from the other side of the aisle as
well and most of it is criticism. I do
not see a solid alternative from them
at this point now that we are in our
third month almost of being in session.

The contract actually asks for very
specific things and attempts to address
neglected parts of our society and our
Government which have not been run-
ning well in the past 15, 20, or 40 years,
however you want to count.

Part of the contract was to pass a
balanced budget amendment and line-
item veto. This has been done. Another
part of it was to stop the unfunded
mandate practice of the Federal Gov-
ernment to require local cities and
county governments to do certain
things but not have us pay for it, and
they in turn have to turn around and
tax their own constituents, which is
basically a tax increase that we are
giving people through the back door.

The other thing we have been trying
to and we have had a debate on it last
week and this week was to put the
criminal justice system, to focus on
the criminal and protect the victim
and protect society and not treat the
criminal like one more special interest
group.

It seems in the course of the debate
that many people have been saying, oh,
you’ve got to do this for the criminal
and you have to look out for him and
her and their best interests and so
forth. We have had that. That is what
we have got now. It is time to lock peo-
ple up who commit crimes. It is time to
give them swift punishment. It is time
for them to serve an adequate amount
of their sentence, preferably 100 per-
cent of the time but maybe 80 or 90 per-
cent. Currently the average criminal
serves 35 percent of his or her sentence.
As a consequence, our police officers
are arresting people not for the second
or third time but for the ninth, 10th,
and 11th time. I would hate to be a po-
lice officer going out on the streets
that they are supposed to protect and
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